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Abstract

Turkish theology faculties are an important but understudied
source of moderate Muslim responses to the challenges of moder-
nity. Although it is strongly associated with questions of such En-
lightenment values as tolerance and freedom of thought,
modernity is also tied to skepticism, atheism, and pluralism. Thus
one way to examine whether the label of “moderate” applies to a
given case is to examine how such a position reflects both the pos-
itive values of modernity in addition to how it addresses moder-
nity’s challenges.

This paper deals with the resources for religious moderation found
in the thought of al-Ghazali and how they are used and analyzed
in modern Turkish theology faculties. By focusing on two recent
works by Turkish theologians Mehmet Bayrakdar and Adnan
Aslan, this paper explores skepticism, atheism, and religious plu-
ralism. [ argue that not only are both thinkers “moderate,” but that
they also engage this label by using their own theological interests
and interpretations of al-Ghazali.

Both theologians were trained in Turkish theology faculties and
did significant graduate study in Europe. Their work reflects an
active engagement with the western intellectual tradition. Al-
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Ghazali plays a crucial — but not final — role in each of their re-
sponses to modernity and the western intellectual tradition. For
Bayrakdar he functions as a symbol of Muslim intellectual inde-
pendence, whereas for Aslan he serves as a fundamental resource
for making sense of the religious “other.” Thus, a case is presented
for the increasing relevance of Turkish theological responses to
debates outside Turkey.

Introduction

Abu Hamid Muhammad al-Ghazali (d. 1111), though not uncontroversial, rep-
resents for many Muslims a standard of moderate Sunni orthodoxy, a defender
of the union of traditional sciences with rational tools, a harmonizer of Aris-
totelian and Muhammadan virtue of the mean,' and a sober critic as well as
supporter of Sufi practice. Even though officially Hanafi, the Ottoman Empire
recognized the Shafi‘i al-Ghazali’s legacy as part of religious orthodoxy. Works
like his Tahafut al-Falasifah, IThya’ ‘Uliim al-Din, and Mishkat al-Anwar con-
tinued to be influential.?> In modern Turkey, scholars at the state theology fac-
ulties have also shown a marked interest in him,’ one that has only grown in
recent decades. Numerous books, articles, and graduate theses dealing with his
thought can be found in academic libraries, journals, and bookstores.*

What makes Turkish academic interest in al-Ghazali particularly worth-
while for examination lies in how this scholar has become more and more a
tool for critically engaging the western intellectual tradition. Here we will
focus primarily on the work of Mehmet Bayrakdar (2013) and Adnan Aslan
(2010) as outstanding exemplars of this trend. Their recent work illustrates
two important ways in which this classical-era scholar is used to critically en-
gage western intellectual history and suppositions, especially in terms of skep-
ticism and pluralism. More precisely, al-Ghazali represents a moderate yet
still orthodox resource for the questions of skepticism® and pluralism upon
which Turkish academic theologians build their own independent positions.
These positions, as we shall see in both theologians’ work, reflect a dynamic
balance between their concern for orthodoxy and the creative use of various
current debates.

Turkish Theological Faculties: A Source of Moderation?

It may be helpful to clarify what specific qualities moderation designates. For
the sake of initial analysis, we will designate three sets of values often implied
by this particular term®: (1) a search for balance between past and present, or-
thodoxy and modern concerns; (2) the freedom of inquiry, openness to external
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viewpoints, and tolerance of those who think and believe differently; and (3)
some capacity to formulate original and creative solutions.

Recent western scholars of the Qur’an have made a case for the increasing
interest of Turkish theology faculties. Rotraud Wielandt and Felix K&rner have
pointed out the increasing relevance of Turkish theological scholarship to the
wider discussions on Qur’anic exegesis. The German Jesuit scholar Korner
even describes these faculties as “a great blank on the Western map of Muslim
exegesis.”” In his quest for exegetical approaches that move beyond the ap-
parent dichotomy of criticism and fideism, K&rner suggests Turkey as a prom-
ising place in which to seek new answers. He also makes a point of
highlighting the Turkish university faculties of theology as both terra incog-
nita for western scholarship and as a potentially fruitful field for theological
cross-pollination and growth. In his enumeration of criteria suitable for his
projected desideratum of revisionist Qur’an hermeneutics, he explains:

Another criterion would be to look for places which offer (a.) good condi-
tions for a reception of new philosophical approaches, perhaps from Western
traditions of thought, into Muslims’ theology (b.) a fertile ground for new
ideas to grow, and (c.) a climate conducive to a comparably open scholarly
discourse. When scanning the map with this gauge, Turkey proves to be the
primary destination of our expedition.®

Admittedly, his motives and desiderata are not above critical inquiry. For
example, why do we assume that his vision of a revisionist Qur’an hermeneu-
tics is a desirable approach in the first place? His own criteria for such an ap-
proach reflect very closely the same values enumerated earlier under the
question of moderation and moderate Islam. These include, namely, engage-
ment with other (read: western intellectual) traditions, a climate of open inquiry,
and a chance for creative solutions. Accepting that neither label is unproblem-
atic, let us build on the shared intellectual values assumed in his call for a re-
visionist Qur’anic hermeneutics and the question of moderate Islam. If, for
example, his case for increased attention to Turkish theology faculties reflects
an intellectual environment of relatively free inquiry, engagement with the
western intellectual tradition, and new answers to old dilemmas, then it is likely
that Turkey’s relevance extends beyond the field of Qur’anic hermeneutics.
Arguably this is indeed the case, for these faculties are dynamic and developing
institutions that deserve greater scholarly attention outside of Turkey.

The People’s Party of the modern Republic of Turkey established the first
Islamic theological faculty in Ankara in 1948.° This new institution took root
in an open intellectual space that had come into being after the traditional Is-
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lamic educational system was abolished in 1924 and left fallow for nearly a
quarter of a century thereafter.!” Still, some continuity exists between the tra-
ditional and the modern. Turkish theology faculties, which are often in close
academic contact with neighboring sociology departments, offer such tradi-
tional Islamic specializations as tafsir, hadith, Sufism, kal@m, and jurispru-
dence."" They also represent the more traditional Islamic sciences in active
engagement with neighboring secular disciplines and western universities.
Furthermore, these theology faculties continue to spread and take root in Turk-
ish soil outside Ankara and Istanbul, and are thus becoming a more common
feature of Turkish university life.

In short, these faculties represent various intellectual voices that are al-
ready in dialogue with those outside the Islamic tradition — not merely in the
case of Qur’anic hermeneutics, but also in terms of Muslim intellectual re-
sponses to skepticism, atheism, and pluralism.

Al-Ghazali as a Symbol of Intellectual Independence
from Western Thought

One major function of this current interest in al-Ghazali is, quite possibly, his
value as a symbol of intellectual independence. Not only does his thought
champion a strong measure of intellectual independence, but, at least in
Turkey, he conveniently marks the modern theological tradition’s continuity
with its Ottoman and Islamic roots. Moreover, he is known to have signifi-
cantly influenced medieval European thought and thus represents a reversal
of the modern trend of western intellectual standards influencing other tradi-
tions. Finally, al-Ghazali provides a rich and varied opus for culling responses
to questions dealing with skepticism, atheism, and pluralism.

Mehmet Bayrakdar’s (b. 1952) Pascal’s Wager: Rolling Dice on the Af-
terlife According to Ali, al-Ghazali, and Pascal is illustrative of this.!? After
completing his studies at Ankara University’s Theology Faculty, he enrolled
at the Sorbonne for his doctorate. He has been employed in the Ankara The-
ology Faculty since 1979 and has served as a professor there since 1991. While
interested in European and Islamic intellectual history, he seems to have a
special interest in mathematics and technology. !

Pascal’s Wager (2013) is a relatively compact three-part essay'* on the
question of probability and the afterlife. The main line of argument is that the
Islamic intellectual tradition significantly influenced Blaise Pascal’s (d. 1662)
formulation of his famous wager. Bayrakdar starts by naming Ali ibn Abi Talib
as the real inventor of Pascal’s wager, citing Qur’anic resources and even
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bringing in the blind Arab poet al-Ma‘arri (d. 1057). Yet his real dialogue part-
ner for Pascal is al-Ghazali. Accordingly, the first part situates Pascal’s wager
within the context of an earlier Islamic precedent. Al-Ghazali’s position on
the afterlife is fairly straightforward, but not trivial."® For both scholars, the
crucial consideration lies in the difference between finite goods and infinite
consequences. For al-Ghazali, finite happiness cannot compare with infinite
happiness and therefore, given any doubt that there might be an eternal after-
life, it is safer to hedge one’s bets and avoid eternal damnation. Pascal follows
along these lines.

The second part lists those who had a direct historical influence on Pascal,
among then such Europeans as the philosophe and political thinker Jean de
Silhon (d. 1667) and the Jesuit Jacques Sirmond (d. 1651). However, he con-
cludes this section with an argument for al-Ghazali’s influence on Pascal not
only on the matter of Pascal’s wager, but more generally as well.!® To do this,
Bayrakdar meticulously lists the transmission history of al-Ghazali’s works
into Europe as well as the main figures of medieval European intellectual his-
tory known to have been affected by these translated works.!” By doing so he
attempts to close the gaps between al-Ghazali’s influence on medieval Euro-
pean debates and those to which Pascal responded. But as this alone cannot
make a strong case for a deeper influence on Pascal, Bayrakdar claims that
the French State Library possesses collections of notes from Enlightenment
thinkers, such as Pascal, that show a direct engagement with Islamic sources,
including al-Ghazali.'® Although he was unable to access these archives, he
nevertheless cites Goichon and other scholars who posit al-Ghazali’s direct
influence on European skepticism.!® There is still another thrust to his argu-
ment, one that is arguably the most interesting. Pointing to Pascal’s predom-
inantly mathematical writings, Bayrakdar makes a cursory case for the
influence of Islamic mathematics on Pascal’s approach to arithmetic in the
development of Pascal’s Triangle by tracing its precedents in the Arab world.
For instance, Pascal’s Triangle’s is first mentioned in Europe in the early six-
teenth century, when it was still named after its Muslim originator al-Karaji
(d. 1029).2

Bayrakdar closes the second section by addressing the question of
whether al-Ghazali directly influenced Pascal’s formulation of his wager.
This last point rests on two main claims and one suggestion. First, there is
a potential textual parallel between the two men.?! Second, he traces a spe-
cific trajectory of influence from Raymond Martin (fl. thirteenth century)
to Pascal. The problem with the first claim is that the parallel in question is
very short, actually no more than a variation of “seek me and you will find
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me.” His first argument is thus severely weakened by the fact that he ties
Pascal’s remark to similar phrases in al-Ghazali and the Islamic tradition
without acknowledging that a variation of this phrase has been made quite
famous through the Gospel of Matthew.?? The second argument of indirect
influence through Martin would benefit from a more thorough provision of
supporting details. The suggestion provokes reflection: Even if we do not
know the exact details of how al-Ghazali’s thought affected Pascal, it is in-
teresting that the latter’s wager did not significantly diverge in argument
from that of his Islamic predecessor.?

None of the above arguments carry any decisive weight for a case of direct
influence, but they certainly do raise questions as to whether and how directly
Pascal might have been influenced by a thinker such as al-Ghazali. Further-
more, that such questions should be relevant to modern Islamic identity vis-
a-vis the western intellectual tradition(s) is no incidental happenstance. To
trace the direct lines of influence from Islamic thought not only to medieval
western sources but onward into the beginnings of the Enlightenment could
be significant to Muslim as well as to modern self-understanding.*

His third and final section asks why al-Ghazali’s formulation of Pascal’s
wager underwent no significant criticism in the Islamic world — not even from
one of his biggest critics: Ibn Taymiyyah (d. 1328).% In contrast, in the sub-
sequent western intellectual tradition Pascal’s wager has been subjected to
significant criticism. One reason that Bayrakdar posits for the misunderstand-
ing of Pascal’s simple and accessible logic is that neither al-Ghazali nor Pascal
actually doubted the existence of God when formulating the wager.?® But if
the wager itself'is not a product of doubt, then what is it? For Bayrakdar, Pas-
cal’s purpose paralleled al-Ghazali’s just as the basic structure of Pascal’s ar-
gument followed that of the imam.

Rather than formulating an expression of real doubt, the wager was a call
to Christian morals and faith, just as the /hya’ was a call to renew the faith of
al-Ghazali’s fellow Muslim scholars.?” To suspect either one of entertaining
or spreading real doubt about the existence of God or the afterlife fails to give
either one positive credit. Pascal’s wager represents an invitation to believe
not merely with one’s heart, but also with one’s mind. In his argument,
Bayrakdar points to al-Ghazali as an Islamic example of what in the Christian
tradition is known as “faith seeking understanding.” Drawing on al-Ghazali’s
Mishkat, Al-Mungqidh, and his theological work Al-Igtisad fi al-I'tigad,
Bayrakdar argues that for al-Ghazali faith (iman) is not merely the work of
the heart but also of the mind,” and that his interpretation of Pascal’s wager
reflects his interpretation of al-Ghazali’s interpretation.”’
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Al-Ghazali as a Springboard, But Not a Source of Taqlid,*
for Responses to Religious Pluralism

As can be gathered by the shape and aim of his argument, Bayrakdar’s work
is no dispassionate inquiry into the shared Muslim-Christian intellectual his-
tory. Rather, it is a theological text written by an academically trained the-
ologian, as is the case with Aslan’s text. However, whereas Bayrakdar
focuses on past debates regarding skepticism, Aslan confronts the issue of
atheism today. The former ultimately argues that Pascal was no representative
of skepticism and thus skirts the issue. By contrast, Aslan deals directly with
what many would deem the modern consequences of skepticism: atheism
and pluralism.

Adnan Aslan (b. 1963) first studied theology at the Erciyes University
Faculty of Theology, acquired his masters at the University of London, and
earned his doctorate at Lancaster University on the subject of religious plu-
ralism (1995). After working as a researcher for ISAM,?! he is currently a fac-
ulty member of Istanbul 29 May1s University’s Philosophy Department.

Aslan’s Religious Pluralism, Atheism, and the Perennial School: A Crit-
ical Approach® comprises three distinct but related essays, each of which ad-
dresses one particular theme in the book’s title. His preface begins with a
significant statement: “In Turkey philosophy of religion, like the serious study
of other religions, is strange.”** Nevertheless, he makes a case for Muslim
theological engagement with other religions in a twofold manner: He first ex-
tensively treats several non-Turkish positions on pluralism as well as atheism,
and then, in dialogue with the Muslim Perennial School, encourages Turkish
theologians to construct their own responses to such issues.

In the first essay, Aslan deals with the question of religious pluralism. His
treatment is notable for the fluidity with which he treats common western
models of pluralism and Islamic material. Starting with the common paradigm
of exclusivism, inclusivism, and pluralism, he takes great care to faithfully
present various non-Turkish views. At the same time, he begins his discussion
in the spirit of Q. 11:118: “If your Lord had pleased, He would have made all
people a single community, but they continue to have differences.”*

Aslan is also careful to define what he means by pluralism. According to
him, pluralism is a western framework for dealing with the competing truth
claims of various religious traditions.* He ties the western world’s increased
interest in these various truth claims closely with debates on the existence of
God or the afterlife. The theological responses characteristic of modernity
turned to the irreducible nature of religious experience®® in response to the in-
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creased questioning of absolute truth claims.’” Aslan follows this development
into the twentieth century, touching on Vatican II, and deftly engages with
such influential figures as Karl Rahner, Paul Tillich, John Cobb Jr., Wilfred
Cantwell Smith, Ninian Smart, Gavin D’Costa, and John Hick.

His discussion builds into a constructive dialogue with Hick and the Mus-
lim Perennialist School. While Aslan notes positive aspects in many of his in-
terlocutors’ positions, he contends that his stance on pluralism is closest to
that of al-Ghazali.*® Although he does not want to simply say that all religions
are right, he is very sensitive to the tension inherent in considering both a just
God and contending religious claims to salvation. He finds his own sensitivity
validated in al-Ghazali’s Faysal al-Tafrigah bayn al-Islam wa al-Zandaqah,
from which he draws resources for pluralism.

In this work, al-Ghazali begins by hoping that God’s mercy is extended
to those Turks and Christians outside the Islamic empire who die without hav-
ing received the call to faith. He then considers three possibilities for non-
Muslims: (1) those who have never heard of the Prophet or his message, (2)
those who have heard of the Prophet and his miracles, and (3) those who have
heard both good and bad reports of the Prophet and are seeking the truth.*
Those in the first group are excused and receive God’s mercy, whereas those
in the second do not. For those in the third group, things are a bit more com-
plicated. Aslan signals his interest in their case and delves further into the dis-
cussion. Al-Ghazali held that the members of this group who err in their final
judgment of the matter are held responsible, whereas those who die still seek-
ing the answer receive God’s mercy. Thus, Aslan consciously pushes back
against the simplistic reading that al-Ghazali considers all non-Muslims as in-
fidels destined for damnation.

He clearly affirms that Islam stands as the most complete religion and
views all others as corrupt. But he does not think it should be a Muslim’s goal
to prove that other religions are corrupt, for a Muslim accepts the Qur’anic
message that other religions are corrupt. Aslan is, however, flexible in that he
recognizes it as normal for believers in other religions to adhere to their faith
despite the Qur’anic warning, and that God has foreseen this because it was
part of the divine plan for humanity’s salvation. People who have not heard
the Qur’anic address are unable to see the limitations of their own faith. Thus
he neither holds them accountable for their corrupt religion, nor does he be-
lieve that God will hold them accountable.

This is more or less his modern application of al-Ghazali’s position in Fay-
sal.*' Aslan’s fundamental motivation is that he neither wants to condemn
non-Muslims nor say that all religions are true. Furthermore, he is willing to
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recognize that a non-Muslim could be a Muslim in terms of the beliefs held
in his or her heart. Given this, one could argue that he is an inclusivist who
holds a position similar to that of the Catholic theologian Karl Rahner.**

For Aslan, it does not seem logical to bind one’s personal salvation with
having a perfect religion, since perfection is not a human quality. Underpinning
this is a view of God whose justice is fundamentally characterized by mercy
toward finite creatures. There remains, however, an unresolved tension: He
continues to regard all other religions as corrupt and yet wants to acknowledge
the workings of God’s mercy in them. Of course this position belies the char-
acteristic tension underlying all inclusivist positions, whether Christian, Hindu,
Muslim, or other. And even though he diverges from al-Ghazali in positively
holding non-Muslims responsible for maintaining their own religions, his po-
sition leaves many issues unanswered. For example, his inclusivism only treats
those who are born into non-Muslim faiths, not those who convert to them.
Nor does it deal with the question of multiple religious belongings.

After this, Aslan uses his second essay to engage various atheist positions.
He is not quick to throw all atheists into one pot. On the contrary, he makes a
point of saying that just as there are many ways to believe in God, there are
also many ways to not believe in God.*® His discussion offers some of the
western intellectual history behind atheism as well as a longer engagement
with the analytic philosophers’ approaches to rationally justifying atheism.
His major dialogue partner in this regard is Michael Martin. Aslan’s treatment
stands out in two distinct ways: He first recognizes and explores the intellec-
tual coherence of atheist objections to theism and, second, does not defend
monotheism by claiming that reason and faith must ultimately agree, as did
Muhammad Abduh (d. 1905) in his Risalat al-Tawhid.

Aslan’s response to the challenges of modernity is both more subtle and
incredibly versed in western intellectual discussions. For him, reducing faith
to logical arguments misses the point, for equating the most perfect faith with
the most reasonable faith resolves nothing. Instead, he contends that “faith is
a psychological condition” that cannot be destroyed by logic alone.** Faith
simply has more dimensions to consider. And in this, Aslan tips his hat to the
objections of fideism — a surprising move, for moderate Muslim theologians
often assume faith without reason to be a Christian prerogative. This is not to
say that he abandons reason, but rather to acknowledge that his argument is
very reasonable. In sum, coming to or losing one’s faith is an incredibly com-
plex process that cannot be reduced to a few logical arguments. Such a position
moves the discussion on faith, reason, atheism, and pluralism beyond the usual
narrow, well-rehearsed arguments.
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On this note, Aslan concludes his book by calling for the formulation of
a Turkish Muslim response to modernity. In this he again takes up the Peren-
nialist School as a model of what has already been done. He does not want
Turkish theologians to copy what scholars like S. H. Nasr have done, nor does
he think that it would be wise for them to ignore this particular school’s chal-
lenges, limitations, and successes. For him, this school represents a way for
Islam to exist in a pluralist world without losing its identity and to spread its
message to an even broader audience.

Taking the book as a whole, Aslan starts by aligning himself most closely
with al-Ghazali on the question of pluralism; however, he goes on to seriously
consider the intellectual possibility of atheism and, in the final section on the
Perennialist School, calls for a new Muslim approach to modernity. Thus he
does not simply use al-Ghazali as a symbol of orthodoxy by which to measure
the religious “other.” Rather, Aslan uses him as an anchor for sailing into the
sea of pluralism on a boat that is entirely his own. Most importantly, he moves
beyond al-Ghazali to ask an extremely relevant question: What would a mod-
ern Turkish Islamic perspective look like?

Conclusion

In light of Bayrakdar’s and Aslan’s reflections on modernity, it is clear that al-
Ghazali can function on several fronts: as a source of authority and intellectual
independence relevant to European Enlightenment debates as well as a viable
launching point for rethinking Muslim responses to atheism and pluralism. Al-
though Aslan is the more creative and independent theologian, both he and
Bayrakdar move beyond al-Ghazali in order to form moderate positions that
reflect both the scholarship and the needs of Turkish Muslims. Furthermore,
both theologians are in active dialogue with western intellectual history and,
especially in Aslan’s case, current western scholarship. If moderation is char-
acterized by openness, tolerance, and engagement with the “other,” then we
would be hard pressed to deny that label to either of them. I would also argue
that they exemplify the tendency for Turkish theological faculties to encourage
creative and novel approaches to rethinking a moderate Muslim identity.*
However, there is one caution related to the criterion of moderation that
should be considered: To expect Turkish theologians to conform entirely to
external notions of moderation and ignore their output when they diverge from
such external criteria risks missing the point. For instance, Aslan notes that it
is impossible for Muslims to read a thinker like Immanuel Kant (d. 1804) as
western Christians read him. Even if doing so were possible, it could not help
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to construct a robust Muslim response to modernity in Turkey.* Aslan is not
saying that Turkish Muslims ignore Kant (clearly some are reading him), but
that in order to produce a Muslim response to modernity that can deal effec-
tively with some of its major elements (viz., skepticism, atheism, and plural-
ism), one must understand that Turkish Muslim intellectuals will inevitably
view such challenges in light of their own tradition and perspective.

More generally, various assumptions lie behind the label moderate. This
is particularly true the case in religion and especially with Islam, despite its
wide variety and plurality of representatives. A heightened concern for mod-
eration may rightly signal colonial baggage, unjust power balances, and a neg-
ative or controlling view of the tradition. To deem moderation good and then
subject a tradition to the standards of one’s personal view of it risks unduly
filtering or politically skewing the possible ways of engaging or representing
it. At the very least, one must be consciously aware of what goods he or she
associates with moderation.

Neither is it enough to identify moderation with freedom of inquiry, open-
ness to external viewpoints, and tolerance of those who think and believe dif-
ferently. Certainly these are essential elements, but a sense of independence,
full agency, and healthy power balances with others must underlie such values.
In short, moderation and excessive vulnerability do not mix well. Moreover,
the former cannot function justly as a criterion if its main task is to mask an
external normative judgment. Especially in the case where moderation is not
a self-applied label, the standard used must reflect the interests of those whom
it evaluates and not merely the values of those doing the judging.

To conclude, al-Ghazali functions as a symbol of independence and cre-
ative agency in the work of both Bayrakdar and Aslan. Their theological texts
speak to other Turkish Muslims, as well as testify to each theologian’s long
and active engagement with western thought. Their value lies not only in the
arguments they put forth, but also in the theological spirit that they represent.
And this theological spirit is arguably one of self-defined moderation, for it is
firmly rooted in Muslim tradition and responsive to modernity.

Endnotes

1. Sections of al-Ghazali’s magnum opus /Ay’ are indebted to Miskawayh’s ethical
treatise Tahdhib al-Akhlag, which treats Aristotelian virtue theory. See for ex-
ample, Walter James Skelle, Introduction to AlI-Ghazali’s The Marvels of the
Heart (Louisville, KY: Fons Vitae, 2010) and Mohamed Ahmed Sherif, Ghaz-
ali’s Theory of Virtue (Albany: State University of New York Press, 1975).
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In fact, Ottoman responses to the Tahafut and other works by al-Ghazali were
fairly common. For example, Ibn al-Humam (d. 861/1456) wrote a response
to al-Ghazali’s A/-Risalah al-Qudsiyah (p. 52) and Ibn Kemal (d. 940/1534)
wrote a gloss on the Tahdafut (p. 65). Even thinkers at the end of the Ottoman
period wrote on al-Ghazali. For example, Serafeddin Yaltakaya (d. 1947) wrote
several works on him (pp. 88-89). See Omer Aydin’s Tiirk Keldm Bilginleri
(Turkish Kalam Scholars) for the paginated references. Also available through
ISAM online holdings are several late Ottoman articles on al-Ghazali by Ali
Suavi, Hafiz Ibrahim, and Aksekili Mehmed Hamdi (in addition to Yaltakay’s
article).

For instance, Ibrahim Agah Cubukcu’s A/-Ghazali and Skepticism (Gazzali ve
Stiphecilik) was published in 1964 and is still cited.

A full analysis of all the Turkish-language books, graduate theses, and articles
on al-Ghazali over the last fifty or so years is far beyond the scope of this article.
The following list gives just a sense of these as regards questions of modernity
or western thought in Turkish academia: Zeynep Gemuhluoglu, Teoloji olarak
yorum: Gazzali ve Ibn Riigd’de Te vil (A Theological Commentary: Ghazali
and Ibn Rushd on Quranic Interpretation) (Istanbul: iz Yaymlari, 2010); Mesut
Okumus, Kur’an’in Cok Boyutlu Okunusu: Imam Gazzali Ornegi (A Multidi-
mensional Reading of the Qur’an: The Example of Ghazali) (Ankara: Ankara
Okulu Yayinlari, 2006); Sabri Orman, Gazali: Biyografisi, Hakikat Arastirmasi,
Felsefe Elestirisi, Ihya Hareketi, Etkisi (Ghazali: His Biography, Search for
Truth, Critique of Philosophy, Revival Movement, and Influence) (Istanbul:
Insan Yaynlari, 1986, 2013); Sadik Tiirkler, Aristoteles Gazzali ile Leibniz de
Yargt Mantig1 (Ghazali and Leibniz on the Logic of Judgment) (Istanbul: Der-
gah Yaymlari, 2002); Mevlut Uyanik, Islam Bilgi Felsefesinde Kalbin
Anlamasi: Gazzali Ornegi (Understanding of the Heart in Islamic Philosophy
of Knowledge: The Example of Ghazali) (Ankara: Ankara Arastirma Yayinlart,
2005); Mehmet Vural, Gazzali Felsefesinde Bilgi ve Yontem (Knowledge and
Method in Ghazali’s Philosophy) (Ankara: Ankara Okulu, 2004, 2011);
Muhammet Yazici, Gazzali Sonrast Ehl-i Siinnet Kelami’'nda Varlik Anlayist
(The Concept of Being in Sunni Kelam after Ghazali) (Istanbul: Salkimsogiit
Yayinevi, 2010).

For a recent treatment on al-Ghazali within the framework of skepticism in clas-
sical Islamic thought, see Paul L. Heck, Skepticism in Classical Islam: Moments
of Confusion (London & New York: Routledge, 2014).

Rather than launch a review of the debates on wasatiyyah and moderation in
Arab and Islamic studies, I choose to start with some reasonably common as-
sumptions and let the use of the term develop in tandem with the sources.
Felix Komer, Revisionist Koran Hermeneutics in Contemporary Turkish Uni-
versity Theology (Wiirzberg: Ergon Press, 2005), 19.
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History of Science and Technology in Islam (Islam da Bilim ve Teknoloji Tarihi)
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one told you your food was poisoned, would you take a chance and eat it?” This
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the OttomanTurkish al-Ghazali scholar Cubukgu. On page 73 Bayrakdar cites
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He also lists Leibniz and Berkeley as being represented in this collection (p. 68).
The source that he does cite, please note, refers to Avicenna’s influence on me-
dieval Europe rather than the Enlightment. He refers the reader to A-M. Goichon,
La Philosophie d’Avicenne et Son Influence en Europe Médiévale (Paris: 1951).
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be opened” (NRSV translation).



42

23.

24.

25.

26.
27.

28.

29.

30.

31
32.

33.

34.
35.
36.

37.

38.

The American Journal of Islamic Social Sciences 32:3

Bayrakdar, Pascal’s Wager, 73. For this, he cites a remark in 4 Dictionary of
Philosophy (London: Macmillan, 1980).

And if at any point, a more direct line can be traced from Islamic responses to
skepticism, linking such issues clearly with Enlightenment debates, this would
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cized: that of blind following.
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Etkileri (2006 and 2012) and Mehmet Vural’s Gazzali Felsefesinde Bilgi ve Yon-
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